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DETAILED ACTION 
Reply Brief 

The reply brief filed August 18, 2006 has been entered and considered. The 
application has been forwarded to the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences for 
decision on the appeal. 

Responsive to the reply brief on August 18, 2006, a supplemental Examiner's 
Answer is set forth below: 

The Appellant argues that the Examiner took Official Notice in the Examiner's 
Answer by stating that "it is well known to use a transfer mechanism that is standard 
across industry" in order to transfer awards between accounts and that there is no 
evidence that would support this statement. The Appellant argues that the Answer 
makes this assertion for the first time in the record, while providing no evidentiary 
support for it, thereby violating MPEP standards. Further, the Appellant argues that the 
Examiner did not cite a prior art reference for taking "official notice" and that the 
Examiner has not produced a case of prima facie obviousness. In response, in the 
Office Action mailed on August 1 1 , 2005, the Examiner stated that Todd did not disclose 
a standard routing system and used Bucci as a teaching of a standard routing system. 
The rationale was that it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Bucci 
with Todd in order to provide a means of transferring awards between accounts at 
various institutions. In the Answer mailed on June 20, 2006, the Examiner stated that it 
is well-known to use a transfer mechanism that is standard across industry, but stated, 
again, that Bucci was a teaching of a standard transfer mechanism and that it would 
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have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teachings of Bucci with Todd as a teaching of a standard 
routing system. The Examiner incorporated a secondary reference in her 103 rejection 
and provided motivation for combining the references, thus producing a prima facie 
case. As stated in the Answer, all the Appellant has done is identify differences 
between the Todd and Bucci references and asserted that they are antagonistic to each 
other without providing any real evidence. Mere assertion that it teaches away is not 
overcome by motivation to combine. The Appellant has not yet provided any real 
evidence. 

Appellant may file another reply brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .41 within two 
months of the date of mailing of this supplemental examiner's answer. Extensions of 
time under 37 CFR 1 .136(a) are not applicable to this two month time period. See 37 
CFR41 / 43(b)-(c). 
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